
‘A. Order No. 75-52 does not include an effluent toxicity 

* < limit. When these requirements are modified as stated above, the 

requirements will be essentially similar to those contained in the 

Ocean Plan. The Ocean Plan limits were established with the 

intent of minimizing acute and chronic toxicity. If the discharge 

is in compliance with such limits, the discharge should not pose 

a significant threat to fish and aquatic life. The Board finds 

that no appreciable benefit would be gained by imposing costly 

toxicity bioassay tests for the effluent and, therefore, finds 

this contention without merit. 

3. Contention: The Company contends that the final 

chromium limitations are too stringent. 

Findings: Order No. 75-52 limits the discharge of total 

0 
chromium in excess of 0.01 mg/l daily maximum and 0.005 mg/l 

monthly average. These concentration limits are similar to those 

prescribed for ocean discharges in the Ocean Plan. 

This discharge to the Dominguez Channel is not covered 

by the Ocean Plan, but to impose less restrictive limits would 

encourage discharge to the Channel which is more vulnerable to 

adverse effects than the ocean due to its lower dilution capacity and 

lower flushing capacity. Responding to the same contention by 

Texaco, Inc., State Board Order No. 77-18, page-G_, states: 

"We are aware of the difficulties involved in complying 
with Ocean Plan limits for chromium and it is possible 
that this limit will be changed as a result of the Ocean 
Plan review before the Table B limits become effective. 
Further, as the effective date of the subject chromium 
limit is the same as the effective date of Table B of 
the Ocean Plan (July 1, 1978) we find that Texaco should 
be given the same opportunity as has been afforded other 
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dischargers to request an extension of the implementation 
cI;te beyond July 1, 1978, but not exceeding July 1, 1983. 
ee State Board Resolution 74-5.) Furthermore, Order 

No. 75-90 expires on June 30, 1978, thus, Texaco should 
have adequate opportunity to seek such an extension." 

Order No. 75-52 also expires on June 30, 1978, thus, 

the foregoing position is directly applicable to this contention. 

We find that the Company should also be given the opportunity to 

seek such an extention at some time prior to June 30, 1978. 

Conclusions 

After review of the record and for the reasons heretofore 

expressed, we reach the following conclusions: 



1. The limitations for BOD, oil and grease, ammonia nitrogen 

and suspended solids should be revised in accordance with 

Finding No. 2. 

2. In all other respects Order No. 75-52 is appropriate and 

proper. 

Order 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the California Regional Water 

Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, shall review and revise . 

Order No. 75-52 consistent with the f conclusio s of 
this order. 

Dated: NOV 1'7 1977 5il-L J 
on, Chairman' 

. . Adams, Member 
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